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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This Office action is responsive to the following communication: Amendment filed on 26 March 
2008. 

2. Claims 1-13 are pending and present for examination. Claim 1 is in independent form. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

3. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's 
submission filed on 26 March 2008 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

4. Claims 1-3, 8, and 10-12 have been amended. 

5. Claims 14-35 have been cancelled. 

6. No claims have been added. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1-2 and 8-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sedlar 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,922, 708), filed on 15 May 200, and issued on 26 July 2005, in view of Nakagawa et al 
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(U.S. Patent No. 5,819,295), filed on 26 September 1996, and issued on 6 October 1998, and in further 
view of Midgley et al (U.S. Patent No. 7,225,208, hereinafter referred to as Midgley), filed on 30 
September 2003, and issued on 29 May 2007. 

9. As per independent claim 1, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa and Midgley, discloses: 

A method comprising: 

intercepting, with a filter program, a request from an application or file system user 
interface {See MIDGLEY, C10:L21-36, wherein this reads over "the detecting agent 465 can include 
a file system filter . . . that can intercept and communicate requests (e.g., input/output request 
packets (IRPs)) from an operating system to a file system"} to write to a source file in a 

remote file system for a remote storage system {See midgley, cio:L44-62, wherein this 

reads over "the detecting agent can intercept requests (e.g., write requests) from an operating 
system of the data server 400 to the policy data files 475 stored on the data storage device"} 

accessible over a network {See midgley, Figure ia>; 
determining , by the filter program, whether a retention rule is provided for the 

Source file in response to the write request {See Sedlar, C33:L19-31, wherein this reads 
over "[flagging a version of a file indicates that a version of the file should be retained. Thus, rather 
than always retaining older version of files when newer versions are created, older versions of files 
are retained only if they have been tagged"}; 

in response to determining that one retention rule is provided for the source file, 
generating , by the filter program, a versioned file name, wherein a versioned file 
comprises the source file at a point-in-time {See Sedlar, C31:L38-46, wherein this reads 
over "a version tracking mechanism is provided by storing a version number with each file in a 
project"}; 

transmitting , by the filter program, a command to the remote file system to copy the 
source file data to a versioned file having the generated versioned file name {See 

Sedlar, C31:L20-27, wherein this reads over "a FilelD and version number are maintained for each 
version of each file"}; 

adding , by the filter program, the generated versioned file name to a retention index 
file indicating versioned files for the source file in the remote file system {See 

Sedlar, C31:L38-46, wherein this reads over "[wjhenever a file is created, a row for the file is 
inserted into the files table 710, and a predetermined initial version number (e.g. 1) is stored in the 
version column of that row"}; 

determining , by the filter program, from the retention index, versioned files for the 
source file to purge in response to determining that the retention rule indicates a 
maximum number of versioned files for the source file and the versioned files for 
the source file do not satisfy the retention rule {See sedlar, C34:li-34, wherein this 

reads over "[a] purge count indicates the maximum number of versions that will be retained for any 
given file"}; 

determining , by the filter program, from the retention index, versioned files for the 
source file to purge in response to determining that the retention rule indicates a 
time limit of versioned files for the source file and the versioned files for the 
source file do not satisfy the retention rule {See Nakagawa, ci2:Li6-39, wherein this 
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reads over "an entity deleted version information 1112 designating as to from which version counted 
from the latest version of the documents should be deleted, and entity deleting time information 
1113 designating a period of time having elapsed from when the folder was made during which the 
documents should be stored and after which the documents should be deleted"}; and 

transmitting, by the filter program, a command to the remote file system to purge 
the determined versioned files at the remote storage system; {See sediar, C34:i_i-34, 

wherein this reads over "deletes the oldest non-tagged version of the file in response to creating a 
new version"} and 

transmitting, by the filter program, the write to the source file to the remote file 
system in response to determining that no retention rule is provided for the 
source file {See Sediar, C33:L20-32, wherein this reads over "[otherwise, they are replaces 
(overwritten) when newer versions are created"} , wherein the remote file system applies 

the write to the source file at the remote storage system {See miledge, ci3:L38-46, 

wherein this reads over "the command coordinator agent 540 can write to the version 600 the 
contents of the changed locations for file A"}.. 

While Sediar may fail to expressly disclose the use of a retention rule that indicates a time limit of 
versioned files to which said versioned files must satisfy, Nakagawa discloses the designation of a time 
period after which documents should be deleted. The combination of inventions disclosed in Sediar and 
Nakagawa would disclose a method wherein versioned files are purged by making a determination from a 
retention index whether the versioned files had either exceeded a maximum number of files allowed or 
failed to meet the requirements of a time limit rule. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made. 

While Sediar and Nakagawa may fail to expressly disclose the method step of "intercepting, wit ha 
filter program, a request from an application or file system user interface to write to a source file in a 
remote file system for a remote storage system accessible over a network," Midgley discloses an invention 
wherein software agents are utilized to intercept and filter write commands wherein changes to a file are 
detected. The combination of inventions disclosed in Sediar, Nakagawa, and Midgley would disclose a 
method wherein write requests to versioned files are intercepted for purposes of retention in a remote 
storage system. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
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One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this modification so that the 
method of purge would have multiple retention rules (i.e. a count rule and a time limit rule) to manage the 
number of versioned files maintained on a storage system. 

10. As per dependent claim 2, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa and Midgley, discloses: 

The method of claim 1, further comprising: 

deleting , by the filter program, the versioned file names for the determined 
versioned files to purge from the retention index file, wherein the command to 
purge is issued by transmitting the command to the file system to delete 
versioned files having the determined versioned file names {See sedlar, Figures 5, 6, 

and 10; C31:L20-27, wherein this reads over "a FilelD and a version number are maintained for each 
version of each file"; C31:L38-45, wherein this reads over "a row from the file inserted into the files 
table 710"}. 

11. As per dependent claim 8, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa and Midgley, discloses: 

The method of claim 1, further comprising: 

determining , by the filter program, from the retention index versioned files for the 
source file to purge in response to determining that the retention rule specifies a 
time period {See Nakagawa, C12:L16-39, wherein this reads over "an entity deleted version 
information 1112 designating as to from which version counted from the latest version of the 
documents should be deleted, and entity deleting time information 1113 designating a period of time 
having elapsed from when the folder was made during which the documents should be stored and 
after which the documents should be deleted"} and maximum number {See Sedlar, C34:Ll-34, 
wherein this reads over "[a] purge count indicates the maximum number of versions that will be 
retained for any given file"} of versioned files to maintain for the source file within the 
specified time period and the versioned files for the source file do not satisfy the 
retention rule. 

12. As per dependent claim 9, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa and Midgley, discloses: 
The method of claim 8, 

wherein the retention rule specifies multiple time periods and one maximum number 

{See Sedlar, C34:Ll-34, wherein this reads over "[a] purge count indicates the maximum number of 
versions that will be retained for any given file"} for each time period to separately 

maintain versioned files for the source file for different time periods {See Nakagawa, 

C12:L16-39, wherein this reads over "an entity deleted version information 1112 designating as to 
from which version counted from the latest version of the documents should be deleted, and entity 
deleting time information 1113 designating a period of time having elapsed from when the folder was 
made during which the documents should be stored and after which the documents should be 
deleted"}, 

wherein the determining whether the number of versioned files to maintain for the 
source file exceeds the specified maximum number {See sedlar, C34:i_i-34, wherein this 

reads over "[a] purge count indicates the maximum number of versions that will be retained for any 

given file"} is performed for each specified time period {See Nakagawa, ci2:i_i6-39, 

wherein this reads over "an entity deleted version information 1112 designating as to from which 
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version counted from the latest version of the documents should be deleted, and entity deleting time 
information 1113 designating a period of time having elapsed from when the folder was made during 
which the documents should be stored and after which the documents should be deleted"}, 

and wherein selecting the number of oldest versioned file names to purge to reduce 
the number of versioned file names in the retention index file is performed for 
each specified time period to reach the maximum number specified for the time 

period {See Nakagawa, C12:L16-39, wherein this reads over "an entity deleted version information 
1112 designating as to from which version counted from the latest version of the documents should 
be deleted, and entity deleting time information 1113 designating a period of time having elapsed 
from when the folder was made during which the documents should be stored and after which the 
documents should be deleted"}. 

13. As per dependent claim 10, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa and Midgley, discloses: 

The method of claim 1, wherein the filter program executes in a host system in 
communication with the remote storage system over the network {See Midgley, Figures 

1A-B}. 

14. As per dependent claim 11, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa and Midgley, discloses: 

The method of claim 10, wherein retention index files are maintained at local storage to 
the host system and accessed locally by the filter program to determine versioned 
files to purge according to retention rules {See Midgley, Figure 2}. 

15. As per dependent claim 12, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa and Midgley, discloses: 

The method of claim 1, wherein the filter program executes in a kernel of an operating 
system {See Midgley, C10:L15-36, wherein this reads over "with an operating system via a kernel 
interface"}. 

16. As per dependent claim 13, the Examiner notes that it would be inherent for the retention 
rule to identify a name of the source file to which the rule applies since without said identification, the 
host system would be unable to properly discern to which source file the rule applies. 

17. Claims 3-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sedlar, in view of 
Nakagawa et al and Midgley et al, and in further view of Howard (U.S. Patent No. 6,098,079), filed on 2 
April 1998, and issued on 1 August 2000. 

18. As per dependent claim 3, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa, Midgley, and Howard, 
discloses: 

The method of claim 1, further comprising: 

applying , by the filter program, a function to the source file name to determine the 

retention index file {Howard, C3:L26-40, wherein this reads over"[e]ach version entry contains 
a hash code or digest that to a very high probability uniquely identifies the contents of a 
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corresponding version of the file"}, wherein the determined retention index file 
maintains names of versioned files for the source file to which the function is 
applied, and wherein the generated versioned file name is added to the 

determined retention index {See Sedlar, C31 :L38-46, wherein this reads over "[whenever a 
file is created, a row for the file is inserted into the files table 710, and a predetermined initial version 
number (e.g. 1) is stored in the version column of that row"}. 

While Sedlar, Nakagawa, and Midgley may fail to expressly disclose the application of a function to 
a source file name, Howard discloses the use of hash codes in identifying each version of a file. The 
combination of inventions disclosed in Sedlar, Nakagawa, Midgley, and Howard would disclose a method 
wherein versioned files are purged by making a determination from a retention index whether the 
versioned files had either exceeded a maximum number of files allowed or failed to meet the requirements 
of a time limit rule. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this modification so each 
versioned file would be assigned a unique hash code for entry into the retention index. 

19. As per dependent claim 4, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa, Midgley, and Howard, 
discloses: 

The method of claim 3, wherein the function comprises a hash function {Howard, C3±26-40, 
wherein this reads over "[e]ach version entry contains a hash code or digest that to a very high probability 
uniquely identifies the contents of a corresponding version of the file"}, and wherein one retention 

index may maintain versioned file names for multiple source files to which the 
function is applied. 

20. Claim 5-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sedlar, in view of 
Nakagawa and Midgley, and in further view of Zibikowski et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,878,410), filed on 13 
September 1998, and issued on 2 March 1999. 

21. As per dependent claim 5, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa, Midgley, and Zibikowski, 
discloses: 

The method of claim 1, wherein determining from the retention index file the versioned 
files to purge further comprises: 

sorting the versioned file names for the source file in the retention index file ordered 
on a timestamp included in the versioned file names {See zibikowski, C5±io-i8, 
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wherein this reads over "it is presumed that at least one of the columns in a view index will be sorted 
... by time stamp"}; and 

selecting versioned files from the sorted versioned file names to purge {See Nakagawa, 

C12:L16-39, wherein this reads over "an entity deleted version information 1112 designating as to 
from which version counted from the latest version of the documents should be deleted, and entity 
deleting time information 1113 designating a period of time having elapsed from when the folder was 
made during which the documents should be stored and after which the documents should be 
deleted"}. 

While Sedlar, Nakagawa, and Midgley may fail to expressly disclose the sorting of versioned file 
names in the retention index by timestamp, Zibikowski disclose the sorting of an index by timestamp. The 
combination of inventions disclosed in Sedlar, Nakagawa, Midgley, and Zibikowski would disclose a method 
wherein versioned files are purged by making a determination from a retention index whether the 
versioned files had either exceeded a maximum number of files allowed or failed to meet the requirements 
of a time limit rule. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this modification such that the 
purge of the versioned file names would be done according to the index as sorted by timestamp. 

22. As per dependent claim 6, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa, Midgley, and Zibikowski, 
discloses: 

The method of claim 5, wherein determining from the retention index versioned files for 
the source file to purge in response to determining that the retention rule indicates a 
maximum number of versioned files for the source file comprises: 

determining whether a number of the sorted versioned file names exceeds the 

maximum number {See Sedlar, C34:Ll-34, wherein this reads over "[a] purge count indicates 
the maximum number of versions that will be retained for any given file"}; and 

selecting a number of oldest sorted versioned file names to purge to reduce the 
number of versioned file names in the retention index file to reach the maximum 

number {See Nakagawa, C12:L16-39, wherein this reads over "an entity deleted version 
information 1112 designating as to from which version counted from the latest version of the 
documents should be deleted, and entity deleting time information 1113 designating a period of time 
having elapsed from when the folder was made during which the documents should be stored and 
after which the documents should be deleted"}. 

23. As per dependent claim 7, Sedlar, in combination with Nakagawa, Midgley, and Zibikowski, 



discloses: 
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The method of claim 5, wherein determining from the retention index versioned files for 
the source file to purge in response to determining that the retention rule indicates 
the time limit of versioned files for the source file and the versioned files for the 
source file do no satisfy the retention rule comprises: 

determining whether sorted version file names exceed the time limit according to the 
timestamp for the sorted versioned file names {See Nakagawa, ci2:i_i6-39, wherein this 

reads over "an entity deleted version information 1112 designating as to from which version counted 
from the latest version of the documents should be deleted, and entity deleting time information 
1113 designating a period of time having elapsed from when the folder was made during which the 
documents should be stored and after which the documents should be deleted"}; and 

selecting versioned file names in the retention index whose timestamp exceeds the 
time limit to purge versioned files whose timestamp exceeds the limit {See 

Nakagawa, C12:L16-39, wherein this reads over "an entity deleted version information 1112 
designating as to from which version counted from the latest version of the documents should be 
deleted, and entity deleting time information 1113 designating a period of time having elapsed from 
when the folder was made during which the documents should be stored and after which the 
documents should be deleted"}. 



Response to Arguments 

24. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim rejections under 35 U.S.C. 103 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Conclusion 

25. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to PAUL KIM whose telephone number is (571)272-2737. The examiner can normally be 
reached on M-F, 9am - 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Apu 
Mofiz can be reached on (571) 272-4080. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Paul Kim 

Examiner, Art Unit 2161 
TECH Center 2100 

/pk/ 



/Apu M Mofiz/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2161 



